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excavated. With a remediation criteria of 10 mg/kg for the sediments of the upper harbor, release
of even a small amount of DNAPL has the potential to recontaminate substantial areas of the
harbor. (NAE)

Furthermore, no information on the characteristics of the on-site storage, such as use of a bottom
liner to prevent water infiltration/exfiltration during periods of potential inundation from storm
surge or large precipitation events. Such design issues affect consideration of the suitability of this
alternative. (ORD)

Ap| dix G, Groundwater Flow Model. On page 747 of the Phase 3 RAP (Appendix G, Page 2-1), the
lowing statement is made:

“The barrier wall does, however, reduce the estimated groundwa  flux through the contained
overburden by approximately 50 percent. This is due to the more circuitous route groundwater from
the overburden units must take to discharge to the river, as well as the reduced gradients and tidal
fluctuations caused by the barrier wall.”

More detail needs to be provided relative to the modeled boundary conditions employed to -
represent Remedial Scenario 1. Based on the description in Appendix G, Section 2.1, this model
scenario should represent zero water input from the surface, nearly zero water input laterally via
Model Layers 1 and 2 (overburden), and primary water input through the Model Layer 3 (bedrock)
within the lateral boundary of the modeled hydraulic barrier in overburden. As stated in the
description of the model output for this scenario, the bedrock layer controls one-half (50%) of the
volumetric water exchange between the enclosed portion of the model domain and the Acushnet
River. This value for bedrock water exchange with the Acushnet River appears unreasonably high
given the summary of site characterization data depicting the measured distribution of fractures in
bedrock, as shown in Appendix B, Figure 1. Please also provide a graphical presentation of the
modeled particle tracks through bedrock to the Acushnet River for the elevation domain
represented in Figure 1 of Appendix B.

This is a critical issue for the remedy selection process, since the modeled degree of water exchange
between bedrock underlying the site property and the portion of the Acushnet River abutting the
property dominates the rating scores for the various remedial technologies. ...us, the accuracy of
this modeled site characteristic needs to be understood with a high level of confidence and will be
highly dependent on the accuracy of the Phase Il CSA description of the estimated spatial
distribution of fractured bedrock.] (ORD)

Section 4.1. Initial screening of remedial technologies did not include deep soil mixing as an
alternative for installation of hydraulic containment barriers and/or introduction of treatment
agents for destruction of contaminant mass. In combination with horizontal (surface) and vertical
engineered barriers for controlling flow in the overburden aquifer, deep soil m rovid 1
reasonable alternative to achiev ontaminant mas 'ORD)
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2.5.2:

“A peat layer of varying thickness is present across much of the eastern portions of the Site. The
sheet pile wall that defines the eastern edge of the Property was keyed into this peat layer to
impede the migration of contaminants within shallow groundwater and from shallow soils into 1/
river. However, contaminants in deep overburden groundwater and at the overburden bedrock
i erface migrate with tidal flow both toward and away from the river.”

demonstrate the peat layer is not a continuous subsurface feature. While the prior intent may have
been to key the sheet pile wall into the subsurface peat layer, more recent site characterization data
dem: trate that this design objective was not and could not be achieved in the northeast portion
of the site property. Please revise this statement and any other references throughout the
document that directly state or imply that the sheet pile wall is fully keyed into a subsurfa peat
laye



